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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 06 
February 2006 has been entered. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings were received on 05 January 2006. These drawings are accepted. 

Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. The following is suggested: 

--DISK CARTRIDGE WITH CENTER CORE HAVING LARGE-DIAMETER PORTION 
WITH THICKNESS LARGER THAN THAT OF CARTRIDGE LINER-. 

4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. In line 2 of claim 6, "forms entire" should be changed to -forms an entire- 
for better clarity. 
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b. In line 2 of claim 7, "said top surface of said center core" should be 
changed to --said top-most surface of said center core- in order to more clearly refer 
back to that set forth in lines 10-1 1 of independent claim 1 . 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 3-5, 9, and 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

a. In lines 14-15 of claim 3, "wherein the large-diameter portion is always in 
contact with an interior lower surface of the shell" is indefinite as it is misdescriptive of 
the disclosure, which details/shows that the large-diameter portion 13b will always be in 
contact with an interior lower surface of the shell 2 when the cartridge C is oriented as 
depicted in FIG. 1 , for instance. If the cartridge C were flipped upside down in FIG. 1 , 
than the large-diameter portion 13b will no longer be in contact with the interior lower 
surface of the shell 2 and a press plate 6 would engage an annular protrusion 12 of an 
upper shell 1. See lines 2-5 on page 4, for instance, which detail "upward movement" 
and engagement of the "annular protrusion 12". 
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b. In line 15 of claim 3, "the shell" is indefinite because it lacks clear and/or 
positive antecedent basis. 

c. Claims 4, 5, 9, and 12-16 inherit the indefmiteness associated with 
independent claim 3 and stand rejected as well. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Meguro 
et al.(US 6,433,963). 

Meguro teaches a disk cartridge (1) comprising a disk medium (5) fixedly 
attached on a center core (1 1); a casing (6), in which the disk medium is rotatably 
enclosed, the casing comprising a spindle hole (26) through which the center core is 
exposed to the exterior; and a dust-removing liner (102) fixed on an interior surface of 
the casing; wherein the center core comprises a large-diameter portion (14) with an 
outside diameter greater than the inside diameter of the spindle hole of the casing (lines 
23-26 in column 4, for instance, and as shown in FIG. 19, for instance), and a thickness 
greater than that of the dust-removing liner (as shown in FIG. 19, for instance), and a 
disk surface (adjacent 12) on which the disk medium is fixedly attached; and a small- 
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diameter portion (between 14 and 17 in FIG. 19, for instance) which has an outside 
diameter smaller than the inside diameter of the spindle hole of the casing (as shown in 
FIG. 19, for instance), and which is formed on a side, opposite from the disk surface, of 
the large-diameter portion (as shown in FIG. 19, for instance) so that it is exposed to the 
exterior through the spindle hole of the casing (as shown in FIG. 19, for instance), 
wherein the large-diameter portion is always in contact with an interior lower surface of 
the shell (as shown in FIG. 19, for instance, i.e., in so far as this limitation is definite and 
understood as detailed in paragraph 6a, supra) [as per claim 3]; wherein the disk 
medium comprises a magnetic disk medium (lines 39-40 in column 3, for instance) [as 
per claim 4]; and wherein the dust-removing liner has a center hole (108), arranged 
approximately concentrically with the spindle hole of the casing (as shown in FIG. 18, 
for instance), which has an insider diameter greater than the outside diameter of the 
large-diameter portion of the center core (as shown in FIG. 19, for instance) [as per 
claim 5]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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10. Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Meguro et al. (US 6,433,963) in view of Takahashi (US 6,366,553). 

Meguro teaches the disk cartridge as detailed in paragraph 8, supra. Meguro, 
however, remains silent as to "wherein a member with a high sliding property is bonded 
on the bottom surface of the large-diameter portion of the center core" as per claim 13, 
"wherein the member with a high sliding property is a high polymer PE" as per claim 14, 
"wherein a member with a high sliding property is bonded on a portion of the interior 
surface of a lower shell of the casing, which contacts the bottom surface of the large- 
diameter portion of the center core" as per claim 15, and "wherein the member with a 
high sliding property is a high polymer PE" as per claim 16. 

Official notice is also taken of the fact that it is notoriously old and well known in 
the disk cartridge art to provide a high polymer PE member with a high sliding property 
at a contact location for the purpose of reducing wear, as shown by Takahashi, for 
instance. See lines 39-45 in column 7, for instance. It would have been obvious to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have had a 
high polymer PE member with a high sliding property as taught/suggested by 
Takahashi, for instance, bonded on the bottom surface of the large-diameter portion of 
the center core of Meguro, and to have had a high polymer PE member with a high 
sliding property as taught/suggested by Takahashi, for instance, bonded on a portion of 
the interior surface of a lower shell of the casing of Meguro, which contacts the bottom 
surface of the large-diameter portion of the center core of Meguro. The rationale is as 
follows: 
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One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have had a high 
polymer PE member with a high sliding property as taught/suggested by Takahashi, for 
instance, bonded on the bottom surface of the large-diameter portion of the center core 
of Meguro, and to have had a high polymer PE member with a high sliding property as 
taught/suggested by Takahashi, for instance, bonded on a portion of the interior surface 
of a lower shell of the casing of Meguro, which contacts the bottom surface of the large- 
diameter portion of the center core of Meguro since such reduces wear as shown by 
Takahashi, for instance. 

1 1 . Claims 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Meguro 
et al. (US 6,433,963) in view of Atkinson et al. (US 5,650,898). 

Meguro teaches the disk cartridge as detailed in paragraph 8, supra, further 
wherein the dust-removing liner comprises a lower dust-removing liner (102) positioned 
on the lower interior surface of the casing (as shown in FIG. 19, for instance). Meguro, 
however, remains silent as to "wherein the thickness of the lower dust-removing liner is 
in a range of 0.1 mm to 0.3 mm, and the thickness of the large-diameter portion of the 
center core is in a range of 0.5 mm to 2 mm." 

Official notice is taken of the fact that it is notoriously old and well known in the 
disk cartridge art to modify the parameters of disk cartridge components during the 
course of routine optimization/experimentation, as shown by Atkinson, for instance. 
See lines 57-64 in column 3, for instance. It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have had the 
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thickness of the lower dust-removing liner of Meguro be in a range of 0.1 mm to 0.3 
mm, and the thickness of the large-diameter portion of the center core of Meguro be in a 
range of 0.5 mm to 2 mm. The rationale is as follows: 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have had the 
thickness of the lower dust-removing liner of Meguro be in a range of 0.1 mm to 0.3 
mm, and the thickness of the large-diameter portion of the center core of Meguro be in a 
range of 0.5 mm to 2 mm since such ranges, absent any criticality (i.e., unobvious 
and/or unexpected result(s)), are generally achievable through routine optimization/ 
experimentation as shown by Atkinson, for instance, and since discovering the optimum 
or workable ranges, where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior 
art, involves only routine skill in the art, In re Alter, 105 USPQ 233 (CCPA 1955). 
Moreover, in the absence of any criticality (i.e., unobvious and/or unexpected result(s)), 
the parameters set forth above would have been obvious to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made, In re Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 1578, 
16 USPQ2d 1934, 1936 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

12. Claims 1-2 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Applicant's admitted prior art FIGS. 3-4 and detailed description thereof in view of 
Meguro et al. (US 6,433,963). 

Applicant's admitted prior art FIGS. 3-4 and detailed description thereof teaches 
a disk cartridge (C) comprising a disk medium (4) fixedly attached to a center core (3); a 
casing (includes 1 and 2, for instance) in which the disk medium is rotatably enclosed, 



Application/Control Number: 10/663,685 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2652 

the casing comprising a spindle hole (2c) through which the center core is exposed to 
an exterior of the disk cartridge; a dust-removing liner (5) fixed on an interior surface of 
the casing; wherein the center core comprises a large-diameter portion (3) that has an 
outside diameter (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance) and a thickness greater than that of 
the dust-removing liner (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance), and where the disk medium is 
fixedly attached to the center core (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance), and where the disk 
medium is disposed entirely above the center core (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance), 
and wherein an entire top-most surface of the large-diameter portion forms an entire 
top-most surface of the center core (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance) [as per claims 1 
and 8]; wherein the disk medium comprises a magnetic disk medium (line 22 on page 2, 
for instance) [as per claim 2]; wherein the top surface of the large-diameter portion 
forms an entire top surface of the center core (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance), the 
entire top surface of the center core is substantially straight (as shown in FIG. 4, for 
instance), and the disk medium is fixedly attached to the top-most surface of the center 
core (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance) [as per claim 6]; and wherein the disk cartridge 
further comprises a press plate (6), which is fixedly attached to the top-most surface of 
the center core (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance), and wherein an annular press portion 
(6a) of the press plate is pressed against the magnetic medium (as shown in FIG. 4, for 
instance) [as per claim 7]. Applicant's admitted prior art, however, remains silent as to 
the outside diameter of the large-diameter portion being "greater than the inside 
diameter of the spindle hole of said casing" as per claims 1-2 and 6-8, "wherein said 
center core is T shaped" as per claim 8. 
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Meguro teaches a center core (1 1) comprising a large-diameter portion (14) with 
an outside diameter greater than an inside diameter of a spindle hole (26) of a casing 
(6), wherein the center core is T shaped (as shown in FIG. 19, for instance) in the same 
field of endeavor for the purpose of limiting disk movement during handling (lines 35-39 
in column 10, for instance). It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have had the outside diameter of 
the large-diameter portion of Applicant's admitted prior art be greater than the inside 
diameter of the spindle hole of the casing, wherein the center core is T shaped, as 
taught by Meguro. The rationale is as follows: 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have had the 
outside diameter of the large-diameter portion of Applicant's admitted prior art be 
greater than the inside diameter of the spindle hole of the casing, wherein the center 
core is T shaped, as taught by Meguro since such limits disk movement during 
handling. 

13. Claims 10-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admitted prior art FIGS. 3-4 and detailed description thereof in view of 
Meguro et al. (US 6,433,963) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Kumakura (US 6,118,618). 

Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Meguro teaches the disk cartridge as 
detailed in paragraph 12, supra. Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Meguro, 
however, remains silent as to "wherein the outside diameter of the large-diameter 
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portion of the center core is 0.5 mm to 2 mm greater than the inside diameter of the 
spindle hole of a lower shell of the casing" as per claim 10, and "wherein the outside 
diameter of the large-diameter portion of the center core is 0.5 mm to 1 mm greater than 
the inside diameter of the spindle hole of a lower shell of the casing" as per claim 1 1 . 

Official notice is taken of the fact that it is notoriously old and well known in the 
disk cartridge art to modify the parameters of disk cartridge components during the 
course of routine optimization/experimentation, as shown by Kumakura, for instance. 
See lines 59-62 in column 8, for instance. It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have had the 
outside diameter of the large-diameter portion of the center core of Applicant's admitted 
prior art in view of Meguro be 0.5 mm to 2 mm greater than the inside diameter of the 
spindle hole of a lower shell of the casing, and the outside diameter of the large- 
diameter portion of the center core of Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Meguro be 
0.5 mm to 1 mm greater than the inside diameter of the spindle hole of a lower shell of 
the casing. The rationale is as follows: 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have had have had 
the outside diameter of the large-diameter portion of the center core of Applicant's 
admitted prior art in view of Meguro be 0.5 mm to 2 mm greater than the inside diameter 
of the spindle hole of a lower shell of the casing, and the outside diameter of the large- 
diameter portion of the center core of Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Meguro be 
0.5 mm to 1 mm greater than the inside diameter of the spindle hole of a lower shell of 
the casing since such ranges, absent any criticality (i.e., unobvious and/or unexpected 
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result(s)), are generally achievable through routine optimization/experimentation, as 
shown by Kumakura, for instance, and since discovering the optimum or workable 
ranges, where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, involves 
only routine skill in the art. See In re Aller, supra. Moreover, in the absence of any 
criticality (i.e., unobvious and/or unexpected result(s)), the parameters set forth above 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made. See In re Woodruff, supra. 

14. Claims 3 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
applicant's Admitted prior art FIGS. 3-4 and detailed description thereof in view of 
Meguro et al. (US 6,433,963). 

Applicant's admitted prior art FIGS. 3-4 and detailed description thereof teaches 
a disk cartridge (C) comprising a disk medium (4) fixedly attached on a center core (3); 
a casing (includes 1 and 2, for instance), in which the disk medium is rotatably enclosed 
(as shown in FIG. 4, for instance), the casing comprising a spindle hole (2c) through 
which the center core is exposed to the exterior (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance); and 
a dust-removing liner (5) fixed on an interior surface of the casing; wherein the center 
core comprises a small-diameter portion which has an outside diameter (a) smaller than 
the inside diameter (c) of the spindle hole of the casing (as shown in FIG. 4, for 
instance), and which is formed on a side, opposite from the disk surface, so that it is 
exposed to the exterior through the spindle hole of the casing (as shown in FIG. 4, for 



Application/Control Number: 10/663,685 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2652 

instance) [as per claim 3]; wherein the dust-removing liner is straight (as shown in FIG. 
4, for instance) [as per claim 9]. 

Applicant's admitted prior art, however, remains silent as to the center core 
further comprising "a large-diameter portion with an outside diameter greater than the 
inside diameter of the spindle hole of said casing, and a thickness greater than that of 
said dust-removing liner, ... wherein the large-diameter portion is always in contact with 
an interior lower surface of the shell" as per claims 3 and 9. 

Meguro teaches a center core (1 1 ) further comprising a large-diameter portion 
(14) with an outside diameter greater than an inside diameter of a spindle hole (26) of a 
casing (6), and a thickness greater than that of a dust-removing liner (102), wherein the 
large-diameter portion is always in contact with an interior lower surface of the shell (as 
shown in FIG. 19, for instance, i.e., in so far as this limitation is definite and understood 
as detailed in paragraph 6a, supra) in the same field of endeavor for the purpose of 
limiting disk movement during handling (lines 35 : 39 in column 10, for instance). It 
would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have had the center core of Applicant's admitted prior art further 
comprise a large-diameter portion with an outside diameter greater than the inside 
diameter of the spindle hole of the casing, and a thickness greater than that of the dust- 
removing liner, wherein the large-diameter portion is always in contact with an interior 
lower surface of the shell as taught by Meguro. The rationale is as follows: 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have had the center 
core of Applicant's admitted prior art further comprise a large-diameter portion with an 
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outside diameter greater than the inside diameter of the spindle hole of the casing, and 
a thickness greater than that of the dust-removing liner, wherein the large-diameter 
portion is always in contact with an interior lower surface of the shell as taught by 
Meguro since such limits disk movement during handling. 

Response to Arguments 

1 5. Applicants arguments filed 05 January 2006 with respect to claims 1 0-1 6 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. As requested 
by applicant, references have been included in the rejections, supra, corresponding to 
these claims in support of statements of that which is notoriously old and well known in 
the art. 

16. Applicant's arguments filed 05 January 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that Meguro does not teach "wherein the large-diameter 
portion is always in contact with an interior lower surface of the shell." This argument, 
however, is not found to be persuasive as Meguro does teach a large-diameter portion 
(14) always in contact with an interior lower surface of a shell (22), as shown in FIG. 19, 
for instance, in so far as this limitation is definite and understood as detailed in 
paragraph 6a, supra. 

The applicant also asserts that Meguro does not teach "wherein... said entire top 
surface of said center core is substantially straight, and the disk medium is fixedly 
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attached to the top-most surface of the center core." This argument, however, is not 
found to be persuasive as Meguro has not been used in the rejection(s), supra, for this 
teaching. Applicant's admitted prior art FIGS. 3-4 and detailed description thereof 
teaches an entire top surface of a center core (3) being substantially straight (as shown 
in FIG. 4, for instance), and the disk medium is fixedly attached to the top-most surface 
of the center core (as shown in FIG. 4, for instance). 

The applicant further questions that "it is unclear, how the thickness of the flange 
14 would limit the movement of the disk." This argument, however, is not found to be 
persuasive as the thickness of the flange 14 of Meguro would limit downward movement 
of the disk (emphasis added). 

The applicant lastly maintains that "the combined teachings of the APA and 
Meguro fail to teach or suggest 'an entire top-most surface of the large-diameter portion 
forms an entire top-most surface of the center core/" This argument, however, is not 
found to be persuasive as Applicant's admitted prior art FIGS. 3-4 and detailed 
description thereof an entire top-most surface of a large-diameter portion (3) forms an 
entire top-most surface of a center core (3) as shown in FIG. 4, for instance, and as 
detailed in the rejection in paragraph 12, supra 

Conclusion 

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Craig A. Renner whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7580. The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday-Friday 9:00 AM - 7:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hoa T. Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-7579. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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